Coalition theory is central to our understanding of the nexus between party system development, party government composition and the relationship between the executive and legislature. I argue that government formation is crucial for understanding the life cycle of party government. I consider the relations between parties in parliament and parties in government as principalÀagent relations, signifying the indirect character of representative governance. The study of (coalition) government should not be a one-shot game and not be conducted without taking into account its contextual variation or the time dimension: the coalition praxis to form a new government is not only a post-electoral 'game' conducted within parliament and government between parties, but also a serious exercise by parties to translate policy preferences into a viable agreement that honours, by and large, the voters' choices. The comparative analysis of 17 established parliamentary democracies after 1990 serves to illustrate these points.
In the majority of the established parliamentary democracies, the politics of coalition formation is crucial to understanding how the relationship between the executive and legislative is shaped by the way party government operates. 1 As is documented elsewhere, the process of government formation and its actual outcomes determine by and large both the viability and policy performance of party government. 2 However, it is often overlooked that coalition politics and party government are essential to understanding how legitimately parliamentary democracy functions in terms of 'representative government'. This type of democracy is considered to be indirect, meaning that the citizen-cum-elector is the principal and its representatives (the parties and their candidates) are the agents. Equally indirect is the process of coalition government, since it is the parties represented in parliament that are responsible for making and breaking any type of party government (with the exception of single-party government in a two-party system like the UK until 2010 and New Zealand until 1994) . In other words, multi-party government is an institution with delegated powers and is formed on the basis of negotiations between parliamentary parties after the elections have taken place. Hence the politics of forming coalition government is conducted by parties that at the same time must 'command and control' as a principal the policy-making actions of its self-appointed agent: party government. 3 All this implies that in indirect forms of democracy 4 political parties have a dual and often conflicting role, being both agent and principal. 5 Organizational theory tells us that there are minimally two conditions required to make a principal-agent relationship work: (1) trust, and (2) effective control. Note, however, that 'trust' can imply trust in a person (politicians) or in the institutions and their performance. Hence the formation of representative government in parliamentary democracies implies that the population (i.e. the electorate) trusts its agents, i.e. the political parties, and must have confidence in these parties not only to follow the mandate received through elections (e.g. the policy programme or electoral manifesto), but also to form a government that is more or less representative and effectively conducting its business according to the 'rules' (institutions) of the game. In normative terms this often means 'good governance', i.e. a party government that is 'responsive' and 'accountable'. Responsiveness is conceptualized as transforming the 'people's will' into public policy according to the electoral pledges of parties and in particular those in government. Accountability defines the institutional role of parties in parliament in controlling party government with regard to their policy performance. 6 The higher the degree of responsiveness and the more accountable government is -so the argument goes À the better an indirect type of democracy performs. 7 Obviously this approach departs from an 'ideal-type' using normative ideas as they developed over time and called the liberal type of democracy.
8 It is also obvious that in reality the norms of this model are hardly ever met.
9 But this article is not an attempt to discuss this issue, nor to (dis)prove it by means of empirical analysis. What I set out to discuss here is to what extent the politics of coalition sheds light on the process of party government formation in terms of 'representative' government as part of democratic theory by focusing on the degree of 'responsiveness' of the government eventually formed as an outcome of the coalition negotiations between parties after the election. In part this will not only show the importance of coalition theory per se, but also the weight of government formation and the resulting types of party government in view of democratic theory.
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The article is structured as follows: first I sketch the changing political landscape that took place around the 1990s. I view this period as a change towards less trust in politics due in large part to socio-economic change in most OECD countries, eventually influencing party behaviour and government formation. In the second section I present information on the different approaches in coalition theory to account for the variations of governments formed. I contend that coalition theory is still a work in progress and will offer some ideas on how to improve it. The next section deals with the life cycle of the different types of party government in view of their institutional design, focusing on the organization of governance and the relations with their principal (i.e. parliament). Finally, I examine representative quality in terms of the responsiveness of the party system and party government.
Societal change, political consequences and party governance
Since the late 1980s dramatic political and economic change has occurred across the OECD, affecting most established democracies. For example, in Europe the single market was introduced in 1986 followed by the foundation of the EU as an explicit transnational organization in 1992. At the same time OECD members faced a slowdown in international trade combined with de-industrialization and rising levels of unemployment. The Cold War ended abruptly in 1989 followed by the emergence of another world order, manifested in the First Gulf War and military intervention in the former Yugoslavia by NATO. Also, inter alia, due to the rise of neo-liberalism, the retrenchment of the welfare state became a salient policy issue.
11 Finally, the internationalization of domestic economies became a prime policy concern, compelling parties to revisit their policy priorities. 12 This changing domestic and international political context forced parties to reconsider their programmatic outlook and policy preferences (i.e. policy-seeking behaviour) and also their mode of electoral competition (i.e. vote-seeking behaviour). Most notably the parties of the 'centre' 13 tended to move even closer to the relative centre of the respective party systems, allowing new parties to emerge successfully -on both the left and the right of the party system spectrum. 14 In short, macro-political and socio-economic developments seem to be related to shifting loyalties within electorates and are conducive to a change in vote-seeking behaviour of the established parties as well as in the policy-seeking behaviour of the 'pivot' parties À parties dominating the centre in multi-party systems. 15 Obviously this also implied that political parties had to (re)consider how to develop a viable strategy to gain and maintain access to government under these circumstances. In addition, traditional parties had to (re)think their extant strategies with respect to controlling party government in terms of its policy-making capacities vis-à-vis the new parties that had entered the various party systems. 16 Finally, and not unimportantly, in most cases the rules of the political game have changed since the 1990s, affecting party behaviour and the format and functioning of party government in particular.
17 Table 1 notes these recent electoral and party system changes. Table 1 reveals that there has been both de-alignment and re-alignment of the electors in most parliamentary democracies. Except for Denmark and Spain, lower turnout rates can be noticed (À6.0 per cent). Electoral volatility, indicating changing voters, rose by 4.2 per cent or more on average in a number of polities: Austria, Italy, the Netherlands, New Zealand and Norway. With the exception of New Zealand, these countries were 14 Political Science 63(1) known for their high levels of political stability by means of consensus mechanisms.
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Yet the level of electoral volatility is presently hovering around the 12.8 per cent mark and is closely related to higher levels of voting for new parties (around 12.9 per cent). This rise in electoral volatility has been conducive to new forms of electoral competition, not only between established parties but in competition with new parties and within party families. For a few countries, like Italy and New Zealand, this change was reinforced by changes to their electoral system. Both polities chose to introduce the German Mixed Member system (MMP) that resulted in a changed party system. In Italy it produced a complete overhaul, whereas in New Zealand the two-party system developed into a multi-party system while retaining two dominant parties (see Miller and Curtin in this issue).
It can be concluded therefore that the conditions regarding the formation and composition of party government in a range of democracies has been affected by changes after the 1990s. Although the established 'political class' still appears to have sufficient resources to remain in power, the conditions are changing and the corresponding dominance in party government appears to be fading. The question that is begging for an answer is to what extent these changing conditions have affected the formation and composition of party government. What change has taken place in terms of type of government and its composition? How did changing party behaviour affect government formation and functioning in terms of duration and termination? And what are the patterned variations of party government across the OECD and what do these changes signify in terms of responsiveness?
The literature on government formation suggests two plausible answers to these questions:
First, party behaviour appears more flexible and adaptive in terms of office-seeking behaviour than many observers often believe, and allows for new patterns of government formation. 19 However, there is a limit to flexible behaviour, as the Belgian case illustrates (where the process of government formation had been running for more than 300 days at the time of writing). Second, the existing institutional conditions appear to be often more beneficial to large(r) parties and often seem to function as 'veto points' to change and innovation. 20 Yet, again there is a limit to this, as was apparent in Italy and New Zealand in the early 1990s when institutional changes took place to 'break' the conceived power of the central or dominant parties. 
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Obviously each approach induces different answers: the former is derived from an actor-oriented perspective focusing on behavioural patterns, whereas the latter considers the institutional design of a polity as explaining the paradox of 'centre' parties steadily losing their vote share in elections and yet often controlling in the game of government formation.
21 Both perspectives will be analysed here.
The game of government formation: rules, representation, parties
Government formation in parliamentary democracies is naturally a crucial stage for all parties involved. The formation game is not only important as regards 'who gets what, when and how', 22 but also because the result determines to what extent the people's representatives (i.e. parties in parliament) participate in the executive. Hence, elections are vital not only to changes of party government, but also to how executive powers are (re)distributed among parties in parliament, for the underlying idea on indirect democratic representation is that the relative change in electoral strength of a party is reflected in more or fewer executive powers subsequently.
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Representative government can institutionally be considered as a delegation of parliament. 24 At the same time it is conventional wisdom that government is formed by parties representing the majority in parliament, or is tolerated by the majority if it is a minority government. In short, the fundamental prerequisite for forming party government (be it by a single party, a majority coalition or a minority government) is to gain and maintain the support of the majority in parliament (see Table 1 for the extent to which this is the case across the countries under review). From this it follows that the variation in types of government indicates the extent to which executive powers are concentrated in a few parties or is shared among a number of parties. The type of government thus indicates the degree of parliamentary representation in government. Additionally, so the argument goes, the type of government and its support indicates its life cycle in terms of duration (or rate of survival, i.e. the proportion of the maximum time a government survives the legislative period; see Table 2 ). Although in many cases this cycle is concurrent with the electoral cycle, this is certainly not always the case, and governments may be terminated earlier for reasons other than regular elections. Again, more often than not the types of government formed show variations in life cycle. Hence, it must be concluded that our understanding of the game of government formation is still limited and, more importantly, more complex than is often suggested. Let us therefore have a closer look at how coalition theory has developed. 
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Political Science 63(1)
Coalition theory developed as early as the 1940s by means of formal modelling. These approaches informed by rational choice have been further elaborated and applied to explain the outcomes of government formation. 25 The actual outcomes, however, did not strongly support the formal approaches (see Table 3 ). In fact the types of government indicating power concentration only account for a minority of cases under review here. In other words theories oriented towards office-seeking are insufficient to explain the actual distribution and therefore the underlying mechanisms of the game of government Keman 17
formation. The major shortcoming is that these parsimonious approaches leave out a number of crucial factors that direct the game:
institutions: the formal rules and conventions that constrain actors and options for government formation and the eventual type of government to emerge; party system dynamics: the interaction of parties and their spatial distribution in terms of policy issues in relation to party government and its responsiveness.
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During the 1970s and 1980s these variables were integrated and elaborated in the literature. In essence this led to two types of coalition theory, each having a different impact on explaining government formation as such, and the likelihood of the outcome in terms of the distribution of types of government. On the one hand, I discern policy- 18 Political Science 63(1) driven approaches, 27 and on the other hand, the slow but decisive development of institutional theories. 28 In this paper both approaches will be used to discuss party government formation and its complexities.
Policy-driven theories depart from the assumption that, in addition to the officeseeking behaviour of parties (or power maximization), these parties are also policy-seeking. A leading hypothesis in coalition theory is the so-called 'least distance' condition (or closest neighbour). Parties prefer to share executive power with other parties when the policy distance is smallest -that is, producing minimal-winning connected (MCW) coalitions. This approach has led to various elaborations like minimal range theory, win-set theory, and so on. 29 However, most of these approaches still depart from the 'maximization' assumption: that is, sharing power with as few parties as possible under the rule of having a parliamentary majority. Despite the plausibility of the maximizing hypothesis, 51.7 per cent of the party governments formed (of which almost 27.5 per cent are minority governments) could not support it.
The institutional approach, emerging in the late 1980s, attempted to improve this low performance of the 'least distance' hypothesis in empirical terms. The introduction of formal rules and conventions as options and constraints of party behaviour allowed for a better understanding of party behaviour, on the one hand, and accounted for a higher level of empirical performance as regards the occurrence of different types of government, on the other hand. Examples are, for instance, the rule in some polities that the calling of an election or the resignation of a prime minister is the prerogative of the head of state. In addition to the formal rules that help us understand why surplus types and minority governments can and do exist is the development of conventions in many polities (like procedural rules with regard to the formation and functioning of coalition government) that demonstrate why outcomes of government formation other than those expected in other theories do occur.
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A final aspect of explaining actual coalition formation in relation to the party composition of government is the direction and dynamics of the party system. 31 Obviously, this dimension connects the policy-driven theories with an actor-oriented approach. This requires the policy distances between parties to be investigated, showing the divergence or convergence of parties.
32 It also shows why some parties are more important than others in terms of occupying the central position (within the respective party In summary: the thrust of the argument is that the link between parliamentary representation of parties and their participation in government can be theoretically and empirically established by analysing the cross-system institutional variation influencing the type of government and its life cycle in the countries included in the analysis. Additionally, the relative weight of party behaviour and related policy preferences that can be derived from party system dynamics enhances the type of government as an outcome. 34 In the next section both perspectives will be examined empirically in view of the observed variations of party government since 1990.
Types of party government: constraints and life cycle features
According to Arend Lijphart, the distinction between power concentration and sharing is directly related to the different types of government: the fewer parties are in government the more concentrated the power of a few parties (maximized if there is a single-party government as in the UK or Canada), and, conversely, the more parties participate in government the higher the degree of power-sharing. This feature is not only restricted to so-called surplus coalitions (i.e. the number of parties participating exceeds the need for parliamentary support), but is also apparent in multi-party minority government, oralbeit to a lesser extent -to minority one-party government. In addition, if and when a government is formed with the help of parties that tolerate government by means of formal agreement it can also be considered to be power-sharing. Hence, if we ask whether or not the results of the formation game are related to electoral changes between parties (as for example indicated by electoral volatility: see Table 1 ) or are more or less representative, then the type of government that prevails in the democracies under review is indicative. Table 2 shows that the type of government, and in particular coalition government, has changed. In a number of polities this has meant a shift away from 'surplus' coalitions to the MWC type (e.g. Belgium, the Netherlands, Ireland, Portugal) or towards minority coalitions with (temporary) external support (e.g. Denmark, France, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden and recently the Netherlands). This development is in part associated with the diminishing dominance of the established parties (on average the vote share of the two largest parties in parliament declined by 6.5 per cent after 1990), on the one hand, and due to volatile electoral changes, on the other hand. However, it signifies a tendency towards 'power-sharing' apparently not based on 'appeasement' or upholding the general interest, but rather on sheer self-interest for survival.
Both the rates of 'survival' and 'innovation' are therefore also indicators of the extent to which party government follows electoral (and party system) change, on the one hand, and of viable intra-governmental cooperation, on the other. Alternatively, one could argue if this is less or not the case then it may well imply that certain mechanisms (and institutions) are conducive to a game of government formation that distorts the chain of democratic command and control by party government.
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This chain represents the logic of representation in democracies in terms of principalÀagent relations. Coalition theory is meant to explain the link between elections, party systems and representative government and the underlying assumption is that government formation in parliamentary democracies is by and large conducive to congruence between the overall ideas on policy formation and does justice in this way to the post-electoral (re)distribution of power of the parties.
This question is answered by comparing the party positions on a leftÀright scale with those of the parties in government. As Figure 1 shows, the comparative differences are apparent. In Australia, Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Ireland and to some extent New Zealand there exists more incongruence than elsewhere (in particular in Denmark, Italy, the Netherlands and Switzerland) pointing to a gap between the overall direction of the party system and parties in government. This variation cannot be explained by the type of party system or by the type of government alone. It appears that a combination of factors play a role: on the one hand, institutions that direct the executiveÀlegislative behaviour, on the other hand, party system characteristics.
The main institutions or 'rules of the game' that direct government formation, and thus the resulting type of government, concern the role of the head of state, the support of government required, the electoral outcome and the level of competition within parliament. In some polities the (often informal) rule is that a government should obtain majority support prior to its investiture, whereas in other polities this is not the case and therefore minority coalitions occur more frequently. Examples of the first kind are Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands and Spain. In Germany and Spain this is a formal rule to prevent the formation of instable government or even undemocratic rule. 36 In Belgium, Switzerland and the Netherlands it is an informal rule and a legacy of 'consociational' practice to enhance encompassing coalitions that represented most minorities. 37 Interestingly enough, this informal rule appears not to be followed any more in the Netherlands (the latest government being a minority coalition) and in Belgium it appears to prevent a coalition being formed. In Scandinavia minority party government occurs regularly and, according to Strøm, 38 is often as viable as majority government. In Keman 21 part this can be explained by how executiveÀlegislative relations are organized: in Scandinavian polities the so-called 'committee' system prevails as regards the parliamentary decision-making procedures (where the 'rule' is that parliament follows the committee recommendations). Hence different majorities can be formed for different policy sectors and related party preferences. This is not so in New Zealand where parliamentary support is established by means of separate policy agreements across different parliamentary parties prior to the investiture of a government. In most established democracies the electoral outcome more or less directs the subsequent process of government formation. Often the head of state plays an active role in the initial stage of forming a government. He/she can invite the leader of the biggest party or winner of the highest number of seats to form a government. Yet in other systems this is self-evident without the involvement of 
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Political Science 63(1) the head of state and more often than not it is the largest party that takes the first steps. The electoral outcome can also be relevant as to what party combination(s) are considered to be conducive to the most viable coalition. However, the extent to which this is the case also depends on how antagonistic parties have been during the campaign or how big the party differences are (or have become). In addition, it makes a difference whether or not 'new' parties have gained access to the party system and are seen as 'regierungsfähig'. 39 For instance, in Austria the rightwing populist party FP } O have formed a coalition with the } OVP (Christian Democrats) and in Germany the left-wing Green Party has gained access to party government by cooperating with the Social Democratic SPD. Conversely, in Belgium the right-wing Flemish Block has been systematically barred from government. This containment policy is differently conducted in Denmark and the Netherlands: the populist parties have been accepted as support parties instead of becoming full members of party government.
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From the above it becomes clear that rules indeed have consequences for government formation, and also that these rules are used differently by parties in the various countries under review. This depends to a large extent on what position a party has in the existing party system. As I have shown elsewhere, centrist and larger parties in parliament tend to dominate government formation to a large extent notwithstanding their electoral (mis)fortune: they are generally more often and longer lasting in government. 41 In Table 3 this pattern is clear, in particular for the largest party in parliament.
It is easy to observe that being the largest party in parliament signifies a strong position with respect to forming a government. This is less so regarding occupying the 'centre' space within the party system. It appears merely a bonus in some countries for centrist parties. However, it is not always so: after 1990 the position of centrist parties changed in a number of polities, particularly those where Christian Democrats have lost electoral ground in the last few decades. 42 In addition to the rise of new parties in some countries, centrist parties that lost electoral ground became less successful (Italy being the prime example), but not always. Another feature of Table 3 is that in some party systems there are no parties in the centre (e.g. Australia and Greece), and also that in some countries the centre becomes occupied (e.g. Scandinavia) at the cost of left-and right-wing parties. All this makes clear that party system dynamics, i.e. change in party positions, influence the extent to which patterns of party government develop over time. An important aspect of these dynamics is not only the change in party behaviour per se, but also to what extent party system dynamics affect the policy-related quality of representation of the parties in government -or what I call 'responsiveness'.
Responsiveness and party government viability
As noted, party government can be considered to be an agent of parliament and, indirectly, of the people. In this capacity the agent is a delegation of parliament and represents, more often, not only the majority in parliament but also the main parties. 43 Hence the more parties are in government, the more it is an agency representing a plurality of policy preferences within the party system. As opposed to minimal-winning coalition theories the broader types of (coalition) government are more representative than the office-seeking and power-concentrating types. Arend Lijphart viewed this as a better type of government than pure majoritarian party government. In particular, single party government is, in this view, the example of a non-representative type of government, since it represents 'winner takes all'. This is essentially a normative debate and often refers to the work of Arend Lijphart. 44 Whereas Lijphart advocates broad encompassing coalitions bridging policy differences within the executive, Dahl seems to prefer pluralist interest representation that will be conducive to policy solutions that are shaped through executiveÀlegislative relations. Actually these approaches do not contradict each other, but they differ where the locus of agreement or consensus is institutionally organized if it emerges.
The agreement is that societal interests ought to be represented and can and will have an impact on democratic decision-making. The key for examining this empirically is in my view related to the degree of 'responsiveness' of both parliament and government: in other words, to what extent parties -the principal carriers of interest representation in any representative system -are able to translate their electoral mandate into public policy formation. 45 As noted in Figure 1 , the overall distinction in terms of left and right in a party system is more and less congruent with parties in government. In Table 4 I show the degree of responsiveness between party system and party government for specific policy positions: on the one hand, a scale as regards state intervention and its counterposition, neo-liberalism, is constructed. On the other hand, I use the extent to which parties are more or less favourable to the maintenance or extension of the welfare state. The more/less the differences between parliamentary parties and those in government the more/less the (indirect) representation of certain interests appears to be.
First, the overall leftÀright distinction may well indicate how close (or not) party government is to the party positions within the party system as a whole. This is obviously not always the case. In many cases the policy preferences across the party system are differently shaped from what a left versus right distinction would suggest (correlations between the policy indicators and the left versus right distinction are insignificant). It may well signify that this distinction is much more related to electoral party competition than to 
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Political Science 63 (1) executiveÀlegislative relations. This appears to be a plausible observation and means that explanations for government formation should consider the policy preferences of parties to account for both the formation of party government and its responsiveness as an agent. It can be noted that in most systems there is ample comparative variation with respect to the three policy indicators of responsiveness. As regards state intervention, in only five countries is the difference between party system and party government over 1.0 point (Denmark, Finland, New Zealand, Switzerland and Spain) and is significantly correlated to types of government. Neo-liberal ideas seem to prevail more in government than in parliament except for five countries with Australia (À) and Portugal (þ) at the extremes of the distribution. Welfare statism is clearly the indicator with most variation in terms of congruence (range ¼ 6.82) with 10 cases where government sets a higher priority regarding welfare policies. All in all, there are significant Keman 25 differences between parliament and government in relation to policy congruence in the polities under review. In terms of party government formation and coalition theory the question remains to what extent its viability is influenced by its shape and form, on the one hand, and how it performs in terms of duration and termination. 46 To provide an answer to this question I set out (on the basis of multiple regression analysis) in Table 5 the relevant relations between indicators of the 'life cycle' of party government: type of government -reasons of termination -rate of survival. I argue that, in addition to these variables, the internal organization of party government and welfare congruence are important for understanding the life cycle of party governance. 47 The emerging pattern is clear and altogether not very surprising: multi-party governance is more vulnerable in duration than the other way around and is more likely to be terminated by factors other than regular elections. Yet if such governments are organized in a more collegial way this appears to function as a countervailing factor. In other words, the more equitable the internal organization of party government the better the chances for a multi-party coalition to survive (e.g. in a surplus or minority coalition). In many cases temporary policy agreements can be found within government between the participating parties or parliament.
This argument spills over into the second model where the main reasons for termination À type of (coalition) government and the lack (or not) of congruence on welfare statism À are relevant. The larger this gap, the more often other reasons for termination (like unanticipated elections, dissension within government or between government and parliament) appear to occur. This signifies that the formation of a coalition and its policy-seeking position is crucial for its life cycle. 48 This makes sense: welfare-related Finally Model 3 follows quite self-evidently from the first two models and shows institutional factors together with the compatibility of parliament and government in terms of policy congruence, in particular welfare statism are also relevant. The fact that this policy sector matters is not only due to its electoral sensitivity, but can also be understood as part of the prevalent urge for retrenchment within the OECD. 50 I argue therefore that both policy-seeking and office-seeking motives are central to understanding how government formation and its subsequent 'life' after 1990 have been shaped and determine the viability of party government in terms of its survival. 51 
Conclusion
Coalition theory would strongly benefit from not only focusing on the formation process per se, but also by integrating the subsequent life cycle of party government into the analysis. Obviously actors -political parties -have an institutional memory, and, as governments come and go, parties must negotiate afresh but also take into account past experiences. This is a reiterated process where past behaviour, the extant rules of the game, and present party positions are known to all, together with the policy performance of the former government. The study of (coalition) government should not be viewed as a one-shot game (as rational choice approaches tend to do) and should not be conducted without taking into account contextual variations (like social and economic changes) or the time dimension. Finally, the coalition praxis to form a new government is not only a post-electoral 'game' conducted within parliament and government between parties, but also a serious exercise by parties -as agents of the electorate À to 'translate' policy preferences into a viable agreement that by and large honours the voters' choices. The fact that coalition government formation is a reiterated process and should lead to a responsive government is often overlooked. The tentative analysis presented in this paper serves to illustrate these points.
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